DOCDBENT BESDME 

BD 127 355 005 546 



AUTHOP 
TITL2 



INSTITOTION 
SFONS AGEHCY 



POB CATS 
NOTE 



EDHS PPICE 
DESCrlPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



Johnson/ Dale L. ; And Others 
Measuring the Learning Environment' of 
Mexican-American Families in a Parent Education 
Program. 

Parent Child Development Center, Houston, Tex, 
Office of Child Development (DHEW) , Washin.gton, 
D,C. 

[Apr 76] 

13p,; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Ed ucational Eesearch Association (60th, San 
Franciscp, d^alifornia, April 19-23, 1976) 

MP-$C.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage* 
Behavior Change; Child Development; ^Family 
Envircn^caent ; Low Income Groups; Measurement 
Techniques; *Hexican Americans; Observation; Parent 
Xhild Relationship;! *Parent Education; *Parent 
Influence; *Preschool Education; Preschool Learning; 
Program Effectiveness; *Program Evaluation; Test 
Reliability 

♦Inventory of Home Stimulation 



A3STPACT 

In order to assess the quality of stimulation in the 
home environment, the Inventory of Home Stimulation (HOME) was used 
as part of the evaluation strategy for the Houston Parent Child 
Development Center Program, which attempts to help parerits develop 
their competence as teachers of their own children. One hundred low 
income, Mexican American families were randomly assigned to program 
or control groups. The Bayley Infant Scales of Development were used 
at 12 and 24 months, and the Stanford-Binet at 36 months as measures 
of general intellectual functioning. Palmer's Concept Familiarity 
Index and a measure of bilingual development were also used. Along 
with HCME,^ th e pare nt assessment battery included a long interview, 
-s^v^e-iiaJL— v^s^TBa'l-attitudinal measures, measures of second language 
learning, and a videotaped, structured mother-child interaction 
situation. Results have^ shown significantly higher scores for the 
program group at the end of the program. However, the /relationshi p of 
HOME scores to child cognitive scores was not clearly patterned. This 
may be partly due to the narrow range of scores, but the presence of 
some negative correlations suggests the possibility cf cultural 
differences which alter the pattern of relationships between the 
family environment and child cognitive functioning. (BW), 
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MFASURTNT, 7in-: LKARNTN'G F. \'VIR0>,MENTT 
OF MKXTCA\-AMSRTCAN FAiMTLITS IN A 
PARF.MT EDIICATTON PROr,RA>^ 

One of the imnortanj developments in early childhood education 
is tho' turn to narent education as a way of enhancing and maintam- 
irc child competence. This development has also presented new prob- 
lem= of Dfogram evaluation. It is no longer sufficient to assess 
changes in the child alone; careful attention must be given to the 
child's total home learning envirbnment and this means including 
characteristics of the parents. To evaluate the effectiveness of 
oarent education orocrams we must measure changes over time m tne 
Barents' behavior' with regard to cheir children. We must be concerned 
with the characteristics of the home as a system for learning stimu- 
lation and support. , -, - u 

Tnp evaluation of large narent education programs places heavy 
demand <; on th^- m-asuremoht methodology. The measures can not require 
-oo much administration ^ime, they should not interfere unduly with_ 
ongoing f ami Iv activities, thev must be sensitive to the home s envir- 
onmental "^i.-hness" and to chanaes in this richness over time, and 
they" should be relovanc to the program's theorv of developing child 
>-ompeter.ce. Furthermore, they must offer high mter-observer rel- _ 
vabilit os --ind provide relatively stable mea&ures over time. 

Goqiqning an evaluation stategy for the Houston Parent-Child 
-^-eve'opnor.t: Center wo exanined a large number of procedures, tried many, 

on' f-e basis of our work with pilot groups, have continued to use 
, c^,^. ^Y.e Inventory of Home vStiroulation , or HOME, is one of the -ew_ 
t'^at have seered nromising and our experience with it will be reportea 
here."' ""his inventory assesses the quality of stimulation in the home 
."r.vironrr.ent. ' Scores are based on interview and observational data. 

i 

I PROGRAM 

I- nav be holofui at this point to provide a brief description of 
-he HO-s-o- PCDC.^ This nrogram is designed for low-income Mexican- 
- er--'can^*-anilies. Our Drogram is one of three PC|DC"s — the others are 
"^•n'nirmir.rihan and \ew Orleans. All three model programs have demon'- 
/.Vrated 's.y>rf; "-.•-^rn .effectiveness and are now being replicated in 
S'-^veral r.i^w locacions. . , 

Th- goal of Che nrogram is to help the parents, chiefly the mothers, 
-o d-veloD their comoerenco as teachers of their own children, in order 
to enrich the home as a oroschool learning environment. The Houston 
orogran goals derive from a view that child competence develops optim- 
^:iV when oarents are af f <^cti onate , use non-restrictive control methods, 
oAphas'iz'^ verbal intera-^tion and view the home as a valuable' learning 
• T.vironm"- 1 for their children. _ ■ v, • i t 

Th^-> r-roaram itself spans a two-year period, beginning when the cniici 
-s on^'Vear of age. In the first year, the mother is visited in her 
h-.me once a week by a toarher. In ^addidtion, in oraer to involve 
fathers a-d other family members , several weekend sessions are held on 
s-i~h topi' s as communicatic-i and decision making in families. 
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In Che second year, mother and child attend a center-based pro- 
gram four mornings a week. The mothers participate m homemaker 
session^; in sewing, nutrition, and familv health, as well as in child 
care and management. The children participate in a nursery school 
aJd join their mothers in some training activities There are a num- ^ 
ber of evening sessions for the fathers. Fathers also participate on 
the Parents Advisory Council. Mothers interested m learning English 
afct^=>nd lanauaae classes during both years. , ^ . 

J our emphasis is less in "teaching" the mothers than on helping them 
to act on the basis of what they already know and providing opportunities 
to reflect on these actions with other mothers and the teachers;. 

PROGRAM EVALUATION 

The program evaluation begins with the random assignment of 
eligible families to program or control groups. Approximately 100 fam- 
Uies ^ach year are so assigned. Relatively few measures are obtained on 
the children in the earlv years, but they 11 ^^^^^^^^ J^^f" 
sive batterv during the follow-up period. We have used the Bayley 
insane scales of Devolooment at 12 and 24 months and the Stanford-Binet 
at 36 months as measures of general intellectual functioning. There 
^s also a measure of bilingual development and Palmer's Concept Fam 
iliarity Index is used as a criterion measure for one aspect o£ the 

The mot-her assessment battery is more extensive. It incluaes a 
long interview on the family, several verba 1-attitudin^l "Measures, 
noa^ures of second-language learning, and a videotaped, structured 
^ither-child interaction situation. And, of course, we have used HOME. 

AS CO the general program effectiveness, very briefly, we have 
found siarificant grouo differences on the various child tests, part- 

^Sarty^tho StaSf?rd-Binet and very strong f-^P^.^^^^i-. ^^^^^^^^^f 
on the Mother-Child interaction situation. All oi these have favored 
f-e orogram group and are in accord with program goals. There have 
been a ?Sber of other evaluation results of interest, but we cannot 

^"^B^forroJesenting our HOME results, it is necessary to explain 
a f.^w matte of procedure. The data we will ofrer are from three 
-^o-srts reoresenting three annual groups (D, F and G) l:hat have gone 
through the program or were controls. The first cohort received the 
w-akest proa-^m experience. Furthermore, although all cohorts were 

ecrSited f tno same area and assigned in the same way, there seem 
^o be some a.Jferences between them. There was a change in our HOME 
administration orocedure between 12 months and 24 months for the t 
grSip resulting' in somewhat higher later scores This ^^ows up on 
Fiaurp 1 as a large difference between time 1 and time 2 Total scores. 
?he procedural change was the same for experimental and control groups. 
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RESULTS RELIABILITY 

Tnt^r-observer reliabilities have been checked many times . Obser- 
■ con^stently show 90% and better agreement on all items. The 
procedure', are clear and judgments not too difficult to make consis- 
tently. 
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Looking az the stability of the HOME scores across the three time 
periods we find hight^tJt correlations for the Total score* Of the cate- 
gory scores, number IV, "Provision of appropriate play materials," is 
consistently hiqh. The least stable category is II, "Maternal involve- 
ment with the child." As might be expected, the control group correl- 
ations are considerably higher than those for the experimental group. 
There is one odd exception: One of the few significant correlations 
across all three cohorts for the experimental group was on category 
II, "Avoidance of restriction," between ages 2 and 3. Just why this 
occurred is not at all obvious. 

Program Effects 

Tables I and 2 show the results for mothers who completed the 
program for the F and G cohorts. As there were no significant diff- 
erenctts for the D cohort on HOME we have not included a table. As 
may be seon in Table 1, significant differences-^ appeared for the total 
'score at time 2 and for categories III, IV and Total at timeS. Although 
we have not done statistical tests for G cohort differences because 
all of the subjects have not yet been tested, the results seem to be 
in line with thoso for Cohort F. The pattern of results is perhaps 
better seen bv referring to Figure 1. The decline in total scores for 
the cohort at time 3 is puzzling and we believe misleading. The second 
year of the program is much more involving of mothers' tiine- and efforts 
than the first vear and it is our impression, shared hf" the mothers, 
that it is the time of greatest learning. The results for the G 
Cohort meet our expectations much more closely. ^ 

Kow valuable is HOME as a measure of program effectiveness? It 
13 hard to say. We have obtained significant group differences and 
thoy are in line with differences obtained on child tests and on our 
videotaped mother-child interaction measure. This convergence of 
results supports the idea that HOME is a valid evaluation measure. 
However, the fact that the differences are not great, suggests to us 
that the measure is rather conservative. Quite likely, mothers must 
change the^ir households and ways of relating to their children a 
great deal before these changes appear in HOME Scores.^ 

Comparison with other Studies 

Inasmuch as zho subjects of o.ur research are Mexican-American and 
there has apparently been no other research using HOME with this ethnic 
qroup, it is' tempting to make group comparisons. Is the home , learning 
environment of Mexican-American families different from that of Black 
or Anglo families? Are there cultural differences? Actually, how- 
•*ver, we cannot go very far toward answers to these questions because 
we do not have a clear body of comparative data available as yet. 
jradley and Caldwell kindly sent us some of their results and we have 
placed their mean scores in our Figure 1 with Xs, They reported no data 
on 36 month elds. Their results and ours are quite similar for categor-- 
'*^*s III, V, and VI. Category I is also similar in that their results 
and our F cohort results begin at the same point and increase over time. 
However, our G cohort data are different. Our category II, "Avoidance 
or restriction," scores are higher and on category IV, "Provision of , 
Appropriate play materials" our families show a sharp increase in scores 




between 12 and 24' months whereas theirs are initially highe;: but remain , 
at the same level. Furthermore, our 24 month Total scpres arf* much 
higher than theirs. These' differences may be culture-related, but 
we cannot be sure at t:his time; 

Correlr.tions With Other Mea^^'ares • . . 

In a large matrix of correlations between HOfffi and. a number of 
demogfaphic and variables for our D of F cohorts we found high HOME 
scores ""were related to high family income, small family size, and ^ 
more education of the mother. HOME scores were also related to mothers 
achievement values non-traditional family role relationships, and to 
English language ability. All of- thi-s- seems -to point to high HOME, 
being associated with a kind of American middle-classness . 

'• Correlations With Child Test Scores 

The correlations obtained between HOME scores at ^^^^ ^^^s and 
child cognitive scores at the saiWe three ages appear irf Table. 3. 
Please note that HOME was not administered at 12 months for the D 
cohort... Also note that coefficients without stars were signif-icant 

at the 'io% level. ' ..v, ^>.>.«i 

When we compare experimental and control groups on, these correl- 
ations we see that there are many more significant correlations for 
the controls tjhan for the experimentals . Of lA significant concurrent- 
--elationships /for experimentals and controls only one is significant 
for the experimental group and of the 17 significant predictive rel- 
ationships, ork^J^ighifican for the experimentals. Again, we find 
the 'suggestion that program experience breaks up the ordinary statistical 
relationshio between home environment and child scores. . ■ . 

. Next, we should examine cohort differences or similarities in 
relationships, first locking only at concurrent and predictive rela- 
tionships." By "predictive " we mean, predicting child scores from ■ 
.earlier HOME scores. The 12 month HOME show^^ a number of significant 
correlations for the G cohort, but they are largely with the 12 month- 
Bay ley Mental Development Index and the Stanf ord-Binet . Cor;:elations 
for the F cohort were lower, only one was significant at the .05 level, 
and they are more scattered. - u. i 4.- 

For the 24 month HOME the D cohort shows no concurrerit relation- 
shiDs, but rather strong predictive correlations with the , Startf ord-Bmet. 
Conversely, the F cohort shows several concurrent relationships but 
nothing significant with the Stanford-Binet. Perhaps most striking 
here is the complete absence of relationships for the G cohort. 

The 36 month HOME shows strong G cohort relationships with the 
Stanford-Binet and one category significant for. the D cohort. Again, 
the F cohort is absent; 

The three cohorts are clearly different in these variables ana 
we have some leads about the reasons'; forj example-, the standard , 
deviations of the child tests for the F cohort were much smaller than , 
for G. .This helps account for the relative absence of strong correla- 
tions for the F group. Actually, we will not know why they differ / 
until we more carefully explore the other characteristics of the groups. 
We intend to make such an exploration before combining the three groups . 
Of the various HOME subcategories IV, "Provision of play materials, 

' R • ■ ■ ■ / 
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Total, Category 'ill, "Organization of the environment," and V, Mat- 
ernal involvement with child," show the largest nurnber of corrfelations^^ 
and the highes't coefficients. Category II, "Avoidance of restriction, 
.was totally unrepresented. , . „ o t4- 

There remains one other review of the results m Table i. it is 
the relationship obtained between early child test scores and later 
HOME scores. The number of such relationships is not small and the 
coefficients are as large and patterned as for concurrent and predic- 
tive relationships: They are not likel,^ a function of . mere chance. Je 
will not try to explain them now beyond .saying that we know from whau 
Richard Bell and others have been saying, that an interactive relation- 
ship does exist between' child^and mother and that it is at least eas?.er 
and more interesting to be a' good, teacher of a bright, interested child 
than one who- is less responsive; in a- sense, the child is a teacher ot 
the mother. 

Developmental Considerations 

We have also wondered, whether the developmental level of the child, 
as roughly indicated by ag^, has an influence on HOME scores.- In 
examining this, we have looked at patterns of scores across time ort 
the specific items. Our computer printout gives us the percent ot 
mothers getting positive score on each item. 

There is a tendency for certain items to show a U-shaped curve 
over three time periods. They are relatively high at 12 and 36 months 
and, low at 24 -months'. Looking at both F groups this pattern appears 
' for the "father as caretaker" and "for the control group only. Mother 
doesn't restrict child during the visits." The other pattern, low, 
high, low, appeared Several times: for both groups, "mother uses ^each- 
.-•ng style'", "at least .10 books, visible", "child takeh regularly to the 
doctor," "mother consciously encourages developmental advance, "mother 
invests maturing toys with value via her attention" and "mother pur- 
chases challenging toys." The differences across ages here are great. 
On the "encourages developmental advance", item, for example, the 
Dercentages are approximately 30%, 90%^ and 45% for the ^hree times. ■ 
The age differences over these items ^are^ striking and clearly indicate 
^h-at two-year-^olds draw certain maternal attentions that are not- ^ 
appropriate for younger or older children. What this means for the 
measure as a program evaluation instrument where time comparisons are . 
being made is that an increase in scores for 1 or 2 year olds is built 
in, as is a decrease for the 2 to 3 year period. 

There are other patterns,, but this is, not the time to explore 
them. The usefulness of the meas.ure may depend on careful -analysis of 
developmental change effects on the items. 

Cone l-tis ions 

Our experience with HOME a's a parent education program evaluation 
measure leads us to regard it as fairly sensitive and effective. We 
have obtained differences between program and control families thau 
are'congruent with results on other tests o'f the families and with 
the program goals. HOME scores are related to measures of child i^Jelr 
lectual functioiiing done at. the same time and they predict the child s 
later test scores. Furthermore, inter-observer relabilities are very 
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high and' the scores are relatively stable over time. • • - , ^ 

ProbiQins remain. It is evident that the measure is somewhat 
child-age s-oecific. This is a serious problem if the measure is usgd 
in evaluation without a "control group, especially since some scores 
mav decline, as a function of child age, between ages 2 and 3. 
may ^leciine, necessary to further explore, the meaning of HOME scores 
by applying the method to other groups and carefully examining the 
' resulting scores in the context of other known' variables. 
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M. The Koistoi model for parent education. Society for Research m 
"Cliild Development convention,, April 1975, Denver, Colorado. 



. TABLE 1 . , 

HOME INVENTOR!ir RESOLTS FOR iMOTHERS 
AT THREE DATA POINTS FOR TIME 3 SUBJECTS ONLY 
. • (COHORT F) 

N = 20. EXPERIMENTAL, 26 CONTROL 








Time 1 
12 Months 


Time 2 
2 4 Months 


Time 
36 Mont 


3 ' 

hs 




Mean 


SD 


Mean 


SD 


Mean 


SD 


Category 1 

Exper;Lmental 
Ton t"*^©! 


7.8 
7.3 


(1.7) 
(2.1) 


10.0 
9.7 


(1.0) 

id. 4) 


9.6 
9.3 


.(1.1) 
•(1.6). . 


Category 2r' " 

Experimental 


6.0 
5.8 


(1.1) 
(1.0) 


6:2 
5.9 


(1.3) 
'(1.0) 

* 


6.5 

, 6.0 


(l'.20-> ^ 
(1.2)- ^ 


Category 3 

Experimental 
Control 


4.6 
4.1 


(1. 1) 
■ (l.'l) 


5 . 5 
5.3 


(O.80 
(0.8) 


5;2 
4.7 


(0.6)* 
(0.'&) 


Category 4 • 

Experimental 
Control 


4.4 

4.2 


(2.5) 
.(2.1) 


1 

7.2 ' 
6.2 


(1.7) 
(1.8) 


7.6 
6.2 


(1.4)** , 
.(1.8) 


Category 5 

ExperiHiental 
Control 


2.J 8 
2.2 


(1.7) 
•(1.3) 


4.8 
4.2 


■(1 . 1) 
•(1.4) 


'3.6 
3.2 


(1.7^) 

(i.7) . 


Category 6 

. Experimerttal 
Control" , «. 


2.8 
2.5 


(1.2) 
(0.8) 


3.6 
2.6 


(1.2) 
(1.5) 


4.0 
3.2 


(1.2) 
(1.6)- * 


Total Score 

Experimental 
Control- 


28.4 
26.1 


(4.9) 

(-4 -..9) . 


37', 2 
34.0 


(4.0) 
(4.9) ^ 


36.4 
32.5 


(3,7),** 
• (4.9) 


* p < .05, *** P < 


.01 
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Categories: . . ^ j_r. 

1. Emotional and Verbal Responsivity .of Mother 

■2. Avoidance of Restriction and Punishment 

■ 3 . Organization of Environment 

^4. Provision of Appropriate. Play Materials 

5. Maternal Involvement with the Child 

6. Opportunities for Variety in Daily Routine 

4-75 ' ' , 
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" TABLE 2 
HOME INVENTORY RESULTS FOR MOTHERS 
AT THREe'^DATA points FOR TIME 3 SUBJECTS ONLY 

(COHORT G) 



N 



15 - 17, EXPERIMENTAL; 10- 16 CONTROL 





Tixne 1 
12 Months - „ 


, Tim 
i24 Ma 


e 2 '^ 
nths 


Time 3 ■> '■ 
36 Months 


< > 

Category Groups 


Mean 


SD 


Mean 


' SD . 


Mean 


SD 


Category JL 

E xp^e r ime n ta 1 
Control ^ ^ 


'9.1 
.10 . 1 


1.7 
0.9 


9.8 ] 


1.4 


10.3 

'9,2 


1.0 
2.3 

• 


Category "2 

Experimental 
Control 


6.1 . 
6.3 


. 0.-8 

1.0 

« 


6.2 


\ 1 1 

\ X . X 

\0.9 


'6.1 
6.4 


2.4 
1.2' 


Category 3 

Experim.ental 
Control 


4.8 
5.3 


1.4 
0.'7 


. 5.0 
■ 5.1 


i 

1.1 . 
6.9 / 


5.1 

5.1 1 


1.0 


Category .4 

Experimtintal 
Control 


" 5.4 
5/5 


1.5 
1.6 


7.8 

/ 7.3 


^. . 

Ii7 
2.1 


8.1 
6.8 


i " . 
' 1..0 
1.9 


Category 5 

Experimental 
Control 


4 a 

4.5 


1.6 
1.1 


3.5 
3.8 


1.6, 
1.5 


3.5 

4.2 


1.8 

, 1.8 . 


Category 6 

Experim(^iital 
Control 


'3.1 
3.0 


0.9 \. 
0.8 


4.2 
3.3 


0.8 
0.9 


"3.9 
*3.1 


0.8 
1.2 


Total Score 

Experimental 
Control 


32.5 
35.0 


• 5.1 
4.1 ■ - 

- 


,35.6 
35.4 


5.5 ; 
",4.9 


37.0 
- . 34.6 


■ 5.5 

■ 7-4 ■ 



Categories: 

1. Emotional and Verbal Responsivity of Mother 
• Avoidance of Restriction and_ Punishment 
Organization of Environment. ' / 
Provision of Appropriate Play Materials 
Maternal Involvement with the Child- 
Opportunities for Variety in Daily Routine 




4-76. 



ERIC 



11 



3: 

O cpi 



h9 
O 



< < H H H H 
H < H H 



o 



5^ 

0^ 



< < H M H H 
H < R H 
H 



O to 



O 
w 



< < H H H H 
H < H H 
H 



H 



NO 



P 



I 



3^ 



30 



H 



2: 



o 



ro 

o 

CO 



o 
o 
a 
o 



to 

s 
o 
2: 



A 



Iro 



AO 



o 

3f 



H 



o 
o 



03 

2: 
o 



12 



